lease 
over 
flew 
sum- 
dent 
* the 
| the 
back 
with 


little 
y the 
; and 
id is 
anda 
yn to 


VENTS 


FRANK C. HANIGHEN, Edétor FRANK CHODOROV, Associate Edstor 





Vol. X, No. 41 Washington, D. C. 





Wisconsin Portent: The victory of the Democrat in the by-election in Wisconsin yesterday is a defeat 
for Eisenhower. It is not necessarily a defeat for Republican conservatives. This — at least — was the 
spot reaction of observers in the Capital as the returns came in a few hours ago. 

The conservatives — so runs the argument — have not lost the seat, for they haven’t held the seat 
for twenty-five years. The by-election was called to fill the seat held since 1928 by Representative Merlin 
Hull, who died last winter. Hull had been a member of the Progressive Party, then went over a few 
years ago with the rest of the Progressives into the GOP. He had a strong personal hold on the district. 
He was a New Dealer in philosophy and voting record (except foreign affairs). The Democratic candi- 
date for the by-election promised te follow in Hull’s groove. The Republican defended the Eisenhower 
policy in toto. Both candidates avoided mention of McCarthy and McCarthyism. The GOP candidate 
— it is reported — waged a dull, stand-by-the-President campaign. 

The outcome is a defeat for Eisenhower because the Republican candidate and party made support 
of him an issue. It is also a defeat because such support is the line being laid down by the New Deal 
Republicans who surround Ike and who are barely distinguishable from New Deal Democrats. 

The outcome is not necessarily a defeat for the Republicans because the GOP candidate pursued 
the wrong course in its campaign. They can recover their stance if they recognize the facts. Months 
ago, this column warned that Republicans in the Middle West who had opposed much of the Ike program 
— particularly the foreign policy — felt strong in their districts, whereas those who blindly followed the 
White House were weak. If — it is suggested — the GOP candidate in the by-election had carried on a 
fighting campaign, attacking the foreign policy, he might well have won. 

If the conservative Republican candidates pursue an independent GOP course in future by-elections 
and in next year’s Congressional elections, then they stand a chance of winning. If they fail to do so, 
then yesterday’s Wisconsin by-election is a portent. 


Secretary of Labor: The appointment of James P. Mitchell to fill the post of Secretary of Labor is 
not received with acclaim here by those who have long memories. Mitchell served in the industrial per- 
sonnel division of the Army during World War II. He was a close associate of Mrs. Anna Rosenberg. He 
was in charge of settling labor disputes and was known as a man who constantly helped labor union rep- 
resentatives to gain their demands under cover of the war effort. Later, his policy as personnel expert 
for private firms is remembered. unfavorably by officials of some of these concerns. 

It is feared here that employers throughout the country will get the impression that Mitchell is an 
“employers’ man”; the truth is exactly the contrary — note Walter Reuther’s favorable comment on him, 


Finally, there is some apprehension that this appointment may be the keystone in a design to wreck the 
Taft-Hartley Act. . ) 


Behind the Democratic Party: When Democratic candidate Adlai Stevenson talks with Eisenhower 
about a non-aggression pact with Russia, when young Wagner as Democratic candidate bids for the post 
of Mayor of New York City in the current crucial election campaign — it should be understood that these 
men are representatives of a party which is infiltrated by Communists by express orders of the Commu- 
nist Party, and which has served as a stalking horse of world Communist policy for almost twenty years. 
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The Communist Party, despite prosecution of its leaders and exposure of its maneuvers by congres- 
sional committees, remains intact. It is vigorously fighting for whatever line its Moscow masters lay. 
down — and the Democratic Party serves as its best conveyor belt to win the Moscow objectives. 


Nothing proves this better than the Party Voice, a monthly bulletin gotten out by the New York Com- 
munist Party, for the instruction and guidance of members of the party. The September number contains 


a detailed “questions and answers” section on the issues and personalities of the New York mayoralty 
election. 


In the curious prose of Communism, the bulletin prepares the ground for Communists who want to 
vote for the Democratic Party: ‘“Q. Why is it wrong to draw a mechanical conclusion from the correct 
general premise that the Democratic Party nationally is controlled by monopoly capital? A. Because 


such a conclusion forgets that while Big Business controls the top of the Democratic Party, that party’s 
main social base is among the workers and the negro people.” And then it goes on to say: “The per- 
spective for the immediate future is that of the unfolding of important struggles among the masses who 
form the base of the Democratic Party. .. . The Progressive Party, the Communist Party and other pro- 


gressive forces cannot stand aside from this fight.” In other words, the comrades are bidden to get into 
these “important struggles”. 


The American Labor Party is one of the other “progressive forces” — another puppet of the Com- 
munists. But the Party Voice clearly shows that it is not exclusively committed to the ALP; it is missing 


no bets. It proclaims its vital interest in “the Democratic Party, the Liberal Party, the Americans for 
Democratic Action”. 


[The Americans for Democratic Action, the socialistic “ADA”, led by Senator Lehman, Professor 
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., Mrs. Roosevelt, etc., is now regarded by political observers as the organization 
which controls both the Democratic Party and the Liberal Party in the New York election; and in Phila- 


delphia it controls the Democratic municipal regime of Mayor Joseph Clark, Democrat. ] 


Is all this simply Communist oratory and boasting? The answer is “no”. For the Communist Party 
is getting on very well in this crucial mayoralty campaign in New York. Before the Democratic pri- 
maries, the Party Voice called for the victory of Wagner over Mayor Impelliteri, because it would be a 


blow to “the most reactionary section of the Democratic Party”. Wagner then defeated Impelliteri, and 


now owes a debt to the Commies. In New York last weekend, we learned that fellow-travelers are now 
infiltrating the Wagner organization. 


This does not commit the Commies to vote for Wagner in the election, says the Party Voice. The 
Reds must support the “most advanced” party and its candidate — might be the Liberal Party, or the ALP 
or Wagner, if he toes the mark. In short, the Commies are up to the satne old game which has worked 


supremely well in the past twenty years — playing one party against the other, and retrain them both 
to subscribe to important parts of the Communist program. 


‘Those who will have none of this-game look to Riegelman, the GOP Serre and Impelliteri, run 
ning on ‘an independent Democratic ticket, as leaders.. Their success may depend on how strongly pie 
resist the Communist maneuvers. It may seem strange to talk about a GOP mayor of New York, but 


political observers last weekend said that, because of the four-way race, the GOP candidate has a real 
chance this year, 


Not Merely Gossip: MacArthur has had aE to say publicly on the world situation for many 
months. There have been reports that, discouraged, he has shunned company and kept himself close to 
his business’ job. But, now ‘it is’ reported ‘that he has taken a'developing interest in a.book about his cam- 
paigns in the Pacific being written by General Willoughby (his former G-2 head) and John Chamberlain. 
It is. said that he is giving the authors more and more information and his views on various great events 
in the Pacific war — so that what amounts to an “authorized” MacArthur book may’ eventuate.  It> is 
understood that the Saturday Evening Post is’ interested in the possibility of running the book as a ‘serial. 
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@ Dr. J. B. Matthews, former Protestant clergyman and victim of a pro-Communist smear cam- 
paign last summer, is preparing to clear himself before the House Un-American Activities Committee later 
this fall. Matthews last summer promised to document his charge that 7,000 Protestant clergymen have 
served the purposes of the Communists. Reliable authorities, including Rev. Daniel Poling, editor of the 
Baptist Christian Herald, have said that Matthews could easily support this claim. Now it is reported that 
Matthews will go further, will produce evidence that not 7,000 but about 10,000 clergymen are involved. 


Word of Matthews’ progress has obviously frightened the pro-Communist, anti-McCarthy ele- 
ments. Fearing that Matthews will produce damning evidence, the pro-Red smear ring in the press is 


now seeking, in advance, to attack his personal character —a typical dodge of the pinkos, when 
they are in trouble. 


@ Joe McCarthy made a strong impression on Secretary of the Army Stevens when the Senator 
delved into the Army Intelligence Service recently. The Wisconsin prober called high brass, including the 
Chief of G-2, in his efforts to discover who was responsible for red-slanted reports and propaganda gotten 
out by the Army. Stevens who was called to testify, heard the story from McCarthy’s own lips — how 
the latter had been blocked at every turn when he tried to get information he wanted. Stevens became 
highly indignant that Army officials should obstruct such efforts on the part of a congressional committee, 
and swore that he would see that McCarthy’s task is made easier. Indeed, Stevens worked himself to 
such a pitch of indignation that the Senator sought to cool him down. “Please, for your own good, don’t 


go too far. The powers-that-be might crack down on you. And I'd like to see you stay with us”, said 
McCarthy. 


All the News that Fits: Former President Herbert Hoover and six other prominent Americans an- 
nounced they were circulating a petition to be given to President Eisenhower opposing the admission of Red 
China to the UN. The other signers were Senator H. Alexander Smith (N.J.), Representative Walter Judd 
(Minn.), Senator John H. Sparkman (Ala.), Representative John W. McCormack of Massachusetts, for- 
mer Governor Charles Edison of New Jersey and Joseph C. Grew, former Ambassador to Japan. The 
story of this announcement got front page coverage in the New York Herald Tribune on Wednesday, Oc- 
tober 7. But the New York Times did not see fit to notice it until Friday, Oetober 9, with a modest story 
on page 4, tagged on the end of a story about Chou En-Lai, Red leader, with Hongkong dateline. 


ADA of the Right?: In New York and Philadelphia last week, we heard much talk about the “Con- 
gress of Freedom” which had met in.Omaha from October 1 to "yee that it was remarkable for the dignity 
of its proceedings, the high type of the persons attending, the intelligence of its discussions. Because its 
appeal was directed to “men of good will” of all parties, some dubbed it “a conservative ADA”. 


- Well organized by Arnold Kruckman of Washington, and admirably chaired by Col. Archibald B. 
Roosevelt of Cold Spring’ Harbor, L.I.,'N.Y., the assemblage included Mr. Frank Holman, former Presi- 
dent of the American Bar Association, Representative Ralph Gwinn (R., N.Y.), John U. Barr, Democratic 
leader from Louisiana, Mrs. Mary ‘Cain, publisher from Mississippi, Robert B.° Dresser of Providence, 
R.I., and Willis Ballinger, radio commentator from Washington, D.C. Some 500 delegates from 30 dif- 
ferent states and over 100 conservative groups attending issued a “declaration of purpose” calling for the 


protection of America from “international exploitation” and reduction of the “ enormous power now | con- 
centrated i in the Federal Government”. 


The dale approved the Bricker Snails called the UN in its sane form dle and 
unforgivably shameful”, praised the congressional probes of Communism, endorsed the McCarran-Walter 
immigration act, snoctaahghibid repeal of the Sixteenth Amendment, called for an end to foreign aid, ete. 


Arnold Kruckman (Hotel Burlington, Washington, D.C.) was named head of a committee to arrange 
another meeting of|the Congress of Freedom six months hence. 





Beyond Containment by William Henry Chamberlin. Chicago: Henry Regnery Company. $5.00, 
Reviewed by Frank Chodorov. 


Mr. Churchill’s picturesque description of the USSR as a mystery wrapped in an enigma is true only if 
one insists on seeing it that way. Just as a puzzle trick seems insoluble when one goes at it without regard 
for the key principle which the puzzle-maker employed in making it, so the USSR fails to make sense to 
us if we do not take into account the motivations of the commissars and the conditions that favored their 
plans. After all, the commissars are only people, and what they do and have done can be explained in 


the light of what any people, starting with the premise of Communism, would do under any given set 
of circumstances. 


This is the approach to the problem of the USSR that William Henry Chamberlin employs in his 
illuminating new book, Beyond Containment. He knows Russia, he knows Communism, and in the light 
of that knowledge he explains why the commissars did what they did when the Allies, particularly the 
U.S., presented them with opportunities. It is as simple as that. Starting with the premise that these 
commissars are the heirs of the Czars, imbued with the same urge toward conquest, but reinforced with 
an ideology that repulses any and all moral inhibitions, Mr. Chamberlin shows how from Yalta to Korea 
these characters played out their parts logically. The present impasse in the confrontation of the U.S.A, 
and the USSR came about not because the commissars acted out of character, but because we assumed that 
they might. And he points out that unless we assess the Soviet realistically, in the light of experience, and 
vigorously oppose their program of world conquest, their success is assured. It is not what Russia does 
that will determine the end results, but what we do. 


Our present relations with Russia began with appeasement. Even during the war, when we had the 
upper hand, because Russia was dependent on our help in its struggle with Germany, President Roosevelt 
and his entourage went out of their way to give her everything she wanted without demanding any quid 
pro quo; the general idea was that the character of the beast could be changed by kindness. After the war, 
though Russia demonstrated time and again that it could not be done, we continued to try to bribe her 
into decent behavior. The failure of appeasement to halt the Communists in their drive toward world 
conquest led Washington to drop that policy in favor of containment — the idea of holding the USSR 
within that third of the world which we had allowed her to conquer or dominate. It is now evident that 
containment has also failed, that the commissars are not satisfied to stay put, and are going places 
through their vast propaganda machine, fifth columns and acquiescent satellites. 


It is now necessary, says Mr. Chamberlin, and it appears that the Eisenhower Administration is 
veering that way, to meet the Soviets’ drive toward world domination with active opposition. The US. 
must take into consideration the weaknesses inherent in the Soviet structure and exploit them. Prop- 
aganda, directed toward the peoples enslaved by the commissars, and unequivocally intended to stir up 
internal disorder, is our principal weapon; the possibility of open warfare must not be ruled out, but 


he suggests that if it does come it will be because internal troubles will force the commissars to that 
course in desperation. 


_ Of the many books on the present international situation that have come to this reviewer’s attention — 
one cannot read all of them — this one is by far the most lucid, most concise and most satisfying. . One 
lays it down with the conviction that the author knows his subject — and with the wish that our political 
leaders were equally informed and equally straightforward in their thinking. 
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WE NEED A WASHINGTON-BONN AXIS 
By WILLIAM HENRY CHAMBERLIN 


HE SWEEPING POPULAR endorsement of Chancellor Konrad Adenauer, with his pro- 
T Western, anti-Communist orientation in foreign affairs and his consistent mainte- 
nance of a free market economy at home, in the West German election of September 6, 
supplies the final, clinching argument that Germany today is potentially our strongest 
and most dependable ally on the continent of Europe. While the West Germans have 
testified with their votes, the East Germans have testified by their widespread heroic up- 
rising against the Soviet Communist puppet regime last June, and subsequent smaller 
demonstrations. 

In a free election and with a high turnout of voters, the Communists in West Ger- 
many got 2.2 per cent of the total vote — the poorest showing of the Party since it was 
organized after the end of World War I. In East Germany, which has not forgotten the 
indescribable outrages of the invading Soviet troops, and which has experienced every 
conceivable form of pillage and exploitation under Soviet occupation, it is safe to assume 
that Communism is even more hated than in West Germany. If the Soviet troops were 
withdrawn it would not be physically safe for anyone to pose there as a Communist sym- 
pathizer. 

Compare this anti-Communist spirit in Germany with the situation in France, where 
the Communists regularly poll about one-fourth of the votes and control the principal 
trade unions, or in Italy, where more than one-third of the voters supported the Com- 
munists and pro-Communist Nenni socialists in the last election. And in choosing allies, 
spirit is all-important. During a trip in Europe last summer I found American military 
officers and civilian officials almost lyrical in their appreciation of ‘Turkey, with its hun- 
dred per cent anti-Communist feeling and its willingness to do even more than the Ameri- 
can advisors recommended in building up national defense. 

And Turkey is still a relatively retarded country, educationally and economically, far 
inferior to Germany in manpower, technical capacity and industrial resources. A rearmed 
Germany, backed by American military and industrial power, would change the balance 
of European ground power, from the present lopsided Soviet predominance to something 
much closer to equilibrium. And it is the only means of achieving such a change and 


thereby making sense out of America’s present commitment to the ground defense of West- 


ern Europe. 
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owe COULD BE SOME IMPROVEMENT in French military strength in Europe if the war 

in Indo-China could be brought to an end. But this is a very big If. Great Britain 
has a much larger peacetime army now than it maintained before the Second World War; 
and this army is scattered over the globe in actual or potential trouble spots, from Ger- 
many to Malaya and Hong Kong. The military effort of the smaller countries of northern 
and western Europe is limited by population and size. Only in Germany could there 
be — in a relatively short time — a significant build-up in the strength of the western 
coalition. 

In appraising the military value of an ally, past performance must be taken into 
consideration. The showing of France and Italy, the other two large west European 
powers, in the last war, was not very encouraging. And the national cohesion and unity 
of both of these countries since the end of the war has been deeply affected by the cancer 
of Communism. 

A book that has enjoyed a considerable sale in Germany recently is entitled, Soldat 
bis zum letzten Tage, (“Soldier to the Last Day”), by General Kesselring, who com- 
manded the masterly defensive campaigns of the German forces in Italy. The title is a 
good expression of a German spirit that is highly appreciated by American military of- 
ficers. Every American officer with whom I talked during a visit to Europe last summer, 
from General Alfred Gruenther, commander of the NATO forces, down, was eager for a 
German military contribution. 


And it is likely that many, if not all military experts of every nationality, if they were 
talking off the record, would agree that the holding of Western Europe against a deter- 
mined Soviet onslaught without German participation would be militarily impossible. 


HERE ARE THREE FAMILIAR arguments against German rearmament. These are often 
T put forward by persons whose past records indicate, if not Communist sympathy, at 
least rather striking insensitiveness to the danger of aggressive Soviet imperialism. How- 
ever, these arguments should be considered on their merits. 

First, there is the suggestion that Germany will turn against the West. Second, there 
is the somewhat contradictory fear that a rearmed Germany would pull the West into a 
war designed to recover German lost territory east of the Oder-Neisse boundary. Third, 
it is argued that the Germans themselves do not wish to rearm and that it is, therefore, 
both wrong and futile for the United States to try to promote such rearmament. 

The first suggestion is fantastically out of line with realistic probability. It would 
be politically and militarily impossible for a German army dependent on the United States 
for its best modern equipment to turn against France and there would be no plausible 
reason for such a move. Germany’s big lost areas are in the East. The prevalent German 
attitude toward France is not one of hatred and desire for revenge, such as one might have 
found in the time of Louis XIV and Napoleon, when France loomed up as a mighty in- 
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vading foe. It is rather one of pity, perhaps rather condescending pity, for the failure 
of the French to put their house in political and economic order after the war. 

There are several reasons why it is most unlikely that a rearmed Germany would drag 
other countries into war to regain its lost provinces. In the first place, no suggested scheme 
of German rearming contemplates a German independent army free from some form of 
international control. If the European Army plan which Adenauer favors finally pre- 
vails against French stalling and obstruction, the future German armed forces will be 
part of a larger European Army composed of the contingents of six nations, France, Ger- 
many, Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxemburg. This army would be under the 
political control of a six-nation authority. 


Should Germany be rearmed as a member of NATO, which some of the persons with 
whom I talked in Europe, both Germans and non-Germans, consider a more feasible and 
simpler military project, there would be the same check on any German isolated move; 
the United States and Great Britain, as well as other NATO states, would have to be con- 
sulted. Should France block both the European Army and the admission of Germany to 
NATO the United States would be well advised to choose one of two drastic alternatives: 
independent rearming of Germany on the basis of a bilateral agreement or abandonment 
of any commitment to the ground defense of Europe. Should the first alternative be 
chosen, it would be practically impossible for Germany to act without prior consultation 
with Washington. 

Finally, the Germans, as a militarily realistic people, would not throw their twelve 
projected divisions against the enormously superior forces of the Soviet bloc, even if there 
were no political inhibitions. 

As for the argument that the Germans do not wish to rearm, the outcome of the 
election furnishes emphatic confirmation of an impression which I received during a trip 
of several weeks, in the course of which I talked with a considerable number of Germans 
of quite varied political views. Three years ago there was some vague and cloudy paci- 
fism and still more nihilistic ““ohne uns’ (‘Without us’) sentiment in Germany. 

This was a product of psychological shellshock from defeat, or hangovers of Morgen- 
thauism in occupation policy. Today this mood, so far as I could gather, is very much on 
the decline; and the election figures prove this. Chancellor Adenauer has been a firm, con- 
sistent champion of a rearmed Germany within the framework of a closely united anti- 
Communist Western Europe. And he certainly did not pussyfoot on this issue during the 
election campaign. 


There were two political groups that flatly opposed German rearmament in alliance 
with the West, the Communists and the All-German Party, a mixture of pacifists and fel- 
low-travellers. Neither of these parties elected a single deputy to the Bundestag. Chancellor 
Adenauer’s party, the Christian Democratic Union, came back fifty per cent stronger than 
it was in the Bundestag elected in 1949. There could hardly have been a more decisive 








popular verdict. The Germans are not eager to put on uniforms, any more than the av- 
erage young American likes to go to Korea or some other foreign country as a soldier. But, 
in their majority, they are now convinced that neutralism is an impossible policy for a 
country in Germany’s political and geographical position. And when they are allowed to 
take their stand (a stand Germany occupied at times during the Middle Ages) as the 
eastern march of western civilization they can be depended on to live up to Kesselring’s 
slogan: “Soldat bis zum letzten Tage.” 


HE RESULTS OF the German Election should discredit once and for all the undiscrimi- 
ieee anti-German school of reporting, based on preconceived prejudices and obsolete 
wartime hates, of which Drew Middleton, of the New York Times, was the most conspicu- 
ous practitioner, but which found all too many imitators and echoes. One of the favorite 
legends of this school of ‘‘reporting”’ was that there was a Nazi under every German bed. 
Another was that most Germans had a “plague on both their houses” attitude toward both 
the Soviet Union and the West. Then the assumption was put in circulation that Ade- 
nauer was unfit for recognition as a “democrat” because in personality he was not the 
folksy, backslapping type of American Congressman. 

How do the first two legends stand up, in the light of the election figures? There was 
one group, the German Reich Party, which could have been plausibly represented as neo- 
Nazi in ideology; and it polled 1.1% of the vote, less than the Communists. There was one 
party, the All-Germany Party, which plugged the line that Germany should take sides 
neither with the West nor with the East. It did not elect a single candidate. 

As for the idea that we can accept as allies only countries which are made over in 
our own political, economic and social image, this is a silly missionary delusion which is 
overripe for the wastebasket. Adenauer is a better potential American ally because he is 
emphatically not an American puppet, but a German patriot, who stands for German in- 
terests and ideals. 

The potentially strongest nation in continental Europe is our most dependable po- 
tential ally, not because it has been bought (economic aid to Germany has almost ceased), 
not because it has been coerced, but because its interests coincide with ours. To seize this 
opportunity, to create a firm Washington-Bonn axis may well be a decisive test of the 
Eisenhower-Dulles statesmanship. The first step is to make it clear that we will not accept 
a permanent French veto on German rearmament, which is equivalent to a veto on the 
effective defense of Europe. 





We call attention to Mr. Chamberlin’s latest book, just out, entitled Beyond Containment (Regnery, $5.00). 
As we said of the author in our review of the book last week: “He knows Russia, he knows Communism, and 
in the light of that knowledge he explains why the commissars did what they did when the Allies, particularly 
the U.S., presented them with opportunities.” 
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